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ABSTRACT 
Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to rethink market orientation (MO) through 
learning practices. Organisational learning scholars prefer to categorise learning into 
modes, levels, and behaviours (Crossan & Berdrow 2003; Fiol & Lyles 1985; Miller 
1996), which focuses research towards the type of management practices required for 
organisational success. Learning behaviour however is not the basis of market 
orientation. This research provides greater clarity about the role of learning in market 
orientation. 
 
Design/Methodology: Data was gathered from 202 Australian organisations through a 
web-based survey and analysed using PLS to test the relationships between learning 
behaviour and market orientation. The effects on MO on new product success, brand 
performance and innovation were also tested.  
 
Findings: The results indicate that method-based learning will be more evident for 
market driven behaviour. Conversely, emergent-based learning will be more evident for 
market driving behaviour. Both types of learning relate to market orientation (LTMO). 
 
Research Limitations/Implications: The relationship between LTMO and firm 
performance may not be easily generalised to other contexts and other managerial 
implications exist in relation to practice. Managers will need to consider folding 
learning behaviours into a marketed oriented culture. 
 
Originality/Value: It remains unclear both for scholars and practitioners how to 
unearth, create, and develop the type of marketing behaviours required for a firm to be 
either market driven or market driving and/or both. This paper examines the learning 
behaviours that underpin MO. It develops a new empirical model to test the idea that 
learning has a significant influence on market orientation. 
 
Keywords: market orientation; learning types  
 
INTRODUCTION 
In examining the existing market orientation (MO) literature, there are many competing ideas. 
These are based on the cultural (Narver & Slater 1990); behavioural (Kohli & Jaworski, 
1990); relationship (Helfert et al., 2002) and systems based approaches (Becker & Homburg 
1999).  Of these, the culture and the behavioural MO approaches have comprised the most 
interest. In their 1990 paper, Narver and Slater suggest that ‘the desire to create superior value 
                                                 
 
Peter A. Murray (peter.murray@usq.edu.au) is Associate Professor and MBA and Corporate Education 
Coordinator in the Faculty of Business and Law, University of Southern Queensland, Australia; David M. Gray 
david.gray@mq.edu.au) and Leanne Carter are from the Department of Business, Macquarie University, 
Australia; and Karen W Miller (karen.miller@usq.edu.au) is a Lecturer (Marketing) in the School of 
Management and Marketing, Faculty of Business and Law, University of Southern Queensland, Australia 
International Journal of Organisational Behaviour Volume 17 (3) 
 
 
9 
for customers and attain a sustainable competitive advantage drives a business to create and 
maintain the culture that will produce the necessary behaviours’ (1990, p. 21). Market 
orientation signals superior skills in understanding and satisfying customers (Day 1994), and 
to greater integration through corporate culture by gathering, disseminating, and responding to 
external environments (Gray & Hooley 2002). Most researchers support the view that MO is 
the principal means for adding value for stakeholders.  
 
While understanding MO relationships and how these lead to superior customer value and 
firm performance form the basis of existing MO descriptions, the marketing literature is 
unclear, vague, and ambiguous in relation to learning for market driven behaviour and 
learning for market driving behaviour. It remains unclear both for scholars and practitioners 
how to create and develop the behaviours required for each market orientation construct. 
Ambiguity exists in relation to how MO can be implemented given the number of constructs 
and how they can be interpreted. There are differences, for instance, between ‘market-driven’ 
and ‘market-driving’ behaviour, however, most of the MO activities within the competing 
MO perspectives fall within the domain of being ‘market driven’. These MO activities are 
directed at improving the firm’s ability to understand and respond to stakeholder perceptions 
and behaviours (Jaworski et al. 2000), and to exploit existing market conditions.  
 
According to a number of researchers, learning is the key to creating MO (O’Cass & Ngo 
2007; Mavondo et al. 2005). However, within the context of MO, the connection between 
‘learning’ on the one hand and ‘behaviour’ on the other needs to be clarified. According to 
organisational learning scholars, effective behaviour requires different types of learning 
(Espedal 2008; Miller 1996; Fiol & Lyles 1985). Learning can be thought of in terms of 
standard practices that form the basis of organisational systems and procedures leading to 
method-based type learning. This type of learning behaviour enables a firm to constantly 
exploit its existing capabilities (Miller 1996; Miller et al. 2006). Conversely, the idea for 
changing behaviour relies on emergent learning, that is, higher-order learning associated with 
‘the changing of a logic of action that is known and experimentation with what is not known 
but might become known’ (Espedal 2008, p. 366).  
 
While scholars have found a link between learning orientation and MO (Morgan et al. 2010; 
Grinstein 2008; Mavondo et al. 2005), little knowledge exists in relation to what types of 
learning behaviour underpin market-driven behaviour on the one hand and market driving 
behaviour on the other. Because the MO literature places much emphasis on the importance of 
‘behaviour’ and ‘culture’ as the basis of both MO constructs, it is important to ascertain how 
these behaviours are created. For instance, a useful question to ask is what type of learning 
practice is required for a set of behaviours to be either market-driven or market-driving. Very 
little research has examined antecedent relationships from a learning perspective.  
 
The purpose of this paper is to understand how different types of learning behaviour influence 
market orientation and to develop a new theoretical model to rethink MO relationships. We 
build on the traditional approaches to MO by rethinking MO relationships and by building 
testable hypotheses. This is achieved by doing three things. First, we explore how different 
types of learning underpin market orientation. Second, the discussions outline different types 
of learning behaviour by reviewing a cross-literature typology from organisational learning. 
The discussion explains how these learning types are related to MO. Third, the relationships 
between MO, new product success and brand performance is explored as a means to measure 
the success of MO. The overriding goal of the paper is to make a significant contribution to 
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existing theory by explaining the connections between market orientation, learning behaviour, 
and MO success. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
In the existing MO construct, an underlying assumption is that in wanting to create superior 
customer value, the right mix and amount of learning and practice will occur simultaneously 
or naturally, irrespective of the behaviours developed. A key aspect of this paper is the way in 
which learning orientation can be defined in terms of learning types (i.e. types of learning 
behaviour), and how these can be embedded within the market orientation construct to 
address the extent to which learning orientation influences MO effectiveness (e.g. new 
product success and brand performance). 
 
Learning orientation 
Learning orientation (LO) used here is defined as the flow of beliefs and behaviours that 
become standardised in organisational systems and action-taking. For a firm to have a 
learning orientation there must be a commitment to learning, a shared vision for learning and 
open-mindedness towards learning (Baker & Sinkula 1999a). Learning conceivably provides 
the mechanisms through which market orientation can be achieved. In the existing MO 
literature, learning for market-driven behaviour is related to intelligence gathering and 
dissemination, as well as establishing behaviours needed for the organisation to respond to the 
environment (Jaworski & Kohli 1993). This is similar to ‘responsive’ behaviour where a 
business attempts to ‘discover, to understand, and to satisfy the expressed needs of customers’ 
(Narver et al. 2004, p.335). This type of behaviour can be compared to analytical and 
structured learning found in Miller’s (1996) method-based learning type construct (discussed 
next). However, scholars see market-driven behaviour not only as maintaining existing 
behaviours, but also as knowledge-producing (Baker & Sinkula 1999a); new market-driving 
behaviours are required when firms are challenging current competitors with new offerings 
adopting a more ‘proactive’ stance in which the latent needs of customers are addressed 
(Narver et al. 2004).  
 
In making sense of the two positions, market-driven behaviour will require method-based 
learning behaviour since it pertains to a practical guide for doing business (O’Cass & Ngo 
2007), and is a behavioural process of gathering and analysing market intelligence. 
Conversely, market-driving behaviour will require emergent-based learning behaviour (e.g. 
innovative behaviour) since it would be almost impossible to develop new products or 
improve brand performance without sophisticated and fluid dialogue between designers and 
end-users (O’Cass & Ngo 2007). Both learning types need to be created and developed within 
the organisation according to organisational learning scholars (Espedal 2008; Miller 1996; 
Fiol & Lyles 1985). 
 
Further, in the existing MO literature, learning has been previously described by Baker and 
Sinkula (1999a) as an overall learning philosophy of commitment to learning, shared vision, 
and open-mindedness. What is missing, however, is how learning type behaviour influences 
market orientation (LTMO). Here, while LO as described earlier refers to beliefs and 
behaviours standardised in systems and actions, LTMO extends this by exploring how types 
of learning behaviours underpin MO. 
  
Hypothesis 1: Learning orientation (LO) will positively influence learning type market 
orientation (LTMO). 
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Learning type market orientation 
Learning type market orientation can be explained through method-based and emergent-based 
learning. 
 
Method-based learning types 
Method-based learning is a way of thinking about learning in practice where learning 
behaviours can be repeated on a consistent basis (Murray et al. 2009; Miller 1996). Often 
called ‘action routines’ (Hedberg 1981), learning behaviours are deterministic and decided in 
advance of action. An example would be working in a functional team in which actions and 
behaviours are prescribed and ordered through functional arrangements. Generally, 
method-based learning is about exploiting existing behaviours that have contributed to prior 
successes. Scholars, for instance, suggest that exploitive behaviour is ideal in maximising a 
company’s resources by leveraging these to reproduce past behaviours for future action 
(March 1991).  
  
Three types of learning underpin method-based learning behaviour: analysis, experimental, 
and structural (Miller 1996: p. 488). Analytical learning consists of methodically evaluating 
alternatives, which is common practice in matching internal resources to external 
opportunities in strategic implementation (Ansoff 1979). Experimental learning is about 
making small incremental decisions similar to Braybrooke and Lindblom’s (1963) 
‘satisficing’ concept of ‘good enough’ decisions, but these will be rarely accompanied by 
significant reflection. Experimental learning is often associated with fewer restraints in action 
which often accounts for why marketers see this as exploration (Gatignon & Xuereb 1997). 
The other method-based learning type is structured learning. Here, actions are standardised 
routinely, almost prescribed, setting out how actors will behave within a given context, guided 
by reports, systems, and manuals.  
 
Emergent learning types  
Emergent learning is the opposite of method-based. Here, learning behaviour is more fluid 
and flexible (Miller 1996) and occurs at a higher level of behaviour (Fiol & Lyles 1985). It 
relies on flexibility across a range of decision inputs between departments and functions. 
Learning designed to generate new connections between marketing strategies and goods and 
services, for instance, will rely more on intuitive and social connections between end-users 
and planners so that new tacit knowledge is acquired (Spender 2008). An example would be 
working in self-directed teams who require flexible team structures and a relaxing of the 
boundaries that inhibit decision making. Marketing new product development strategies 
would represent emergent learning behaviour, for instance, since they rely on greater 
flexibility in decision inputs (Ahuja & Katila 2004).  
 
Three types of learning underpin emergent learning behaviours: synthetic, interactive, and 
institutional (Miller 1996). Synthetic learning closely resembles double-loop or higher order 
learning (Espedal 2008) where actors can test the assumptions common in decisions that 
underpin a firm’s actions and challenge previous method-based learning with new emergent 
ideas. The ability of actors to solve complex puzzles relies, for instance, on higher-order 
learning by changing the logic of decisions by forming novel new relationships. Concepts can 
be redefined to achieve greater fit and consistency. Interactive learning, by comparison, is 
essential in forging social arrangements, for working in teams with a high level of 
engagement and communication, and in bargaining and trading in relation to organisational 
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resources. In previous research, high interactive ability has been linked to interpretive 
schemes where organisations successfully monitor and keep pace with the environment 
(Crossan et al. 1993). Institutional learning, by comparison, concerns external players. Here, 
internal company configurations can be changed because of the power vested within an 
institution (e.g. the accounting profession, a board of governors, powerful banks). New 
behaviours will be more or less imposed by these institutions such that new actions are forged 
and old behaviours changed quite suddenly. Next, the paper discusses how scholars might 
rethink MO based on new learning behaviours related to customer, inter-functional, and 
competitor orientations. To be consistent with learning types, innovation is also discussed as a 
fourth orientation. The mostly structured customer solutions’ variables described within the 
Narver and Slater (1990) framework need to be revised to reflect other emerging behaviours. 
In a careful evaluation by the researchers, the culture framework is not consistent with 
emergent customer behaviours. The existing culture framework is more consistent with the 
method-based customer behaviours outlined. Further, in realising that behaviours are actually 
‘practices’ (the latter being more prominent in studies of marketing), the researchers decided 
to substitute ‘behaviour’ for ‘practice’ in subsequent analysis to be consistent with previous 
research, and in developing hypotheses. 
 
Customer practices 
Most of the original customer variables by Narver and Slater (1990) (including inter-
functional and competitor variables), are based on exploiting existing capabilities and 
methodical actions in the pursuit of creating customer value, than exploring new actions for 
new innovative customer solutions based on emergent learning (see Narver & Slater 1990, 
p 24).    
 
To be sure, the original cultural framework of Narver and Slater (1990) and the Kohli and 
Jaworski (1990) framework relating to customer centric actions were compared to Miller’s 
learning types discussed earlier. The researchers also compared the inter-functional and 
competitive variables by reviewing more recent empirical research of the three orientations. 
For instance, a sample range of more recent customer variables such as those provided by Tuli 
et al. (2007) and Javalgi et al. (2006) were included. Similarly, innovation practices based on 
a recent innovation construct by Wang and Ahmed (2004) and Grinstein (2008) was included 
as sample variables for testing a new model of MO that encapsulated innovation.  
 
In the Narver and Slater (1990) framework, customer practices of firms are mostly method-
based learning based on commitment, customer value and needs, satisfaction objectives and 
after-sales service. Most of the listed variables in the framework are based on structured 
learning where learning is a product of previous intelligence, where roles become specified 
and learning concerns ‘how to carry out tasks and roles efficiently’ (Miller 1990, p. 495). 
While customer retention is not mentioned in the previous culture framework, it is implied in 
customer commitment. Javalgi et al. (2007) contend that, once attained, customers however 
are often neglected—suggesting that serviced solutions are difficult to master.  
 
More recently, for instance, a study by Tuli et al. (2007, p. 3-4) of different customer 
solutions adopted in 29 firms found that suppliers viewed a solution as a bundle of products 
that are customized and integrated to address customer needs, whereas customers viewed the 
latter as only part of a solution. Customers were more focused on achieving relational 
processes or interactive action representing emergent learning than product-centric thinking.  
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Hypothesis 2a: Business customer practices (BAC) are a dimension of LTMO. 
 
Inter-functional practices  
According to Narver and Slater (1990, p. 22), inter-functional coordination (IFC) requires ‘an 
alignment of the functional areas’ incentives and the creation of inter-functional dependency 
so that each area perceives its own advantage in cooperating closely with the others’. From 
this, different types of inter-functional learning practices will be required. Moreover, three 
additional coordinating actions will be necessary to accommodate these different types of 
learning.  
 
First, leaders will need to be proactive by facilitating the implementation of MO and 
recognising power structures that inhibit IFC (Zhou et al. 2008). Second, a focus on 
employees should be aimed at fostering a sense of pride and satisfaction in their work, greater 
investment in employee development, and in the delegation of responsibility (Grinstein 2008; 
Mavondo et al. 2005). Additionally, since individuals are also agents of learning, individuals 
gain new knowledge through management development programmes, better reward systems, 
and rotation between departments (Zhou et al. 2008). Third, profit is not guaranteed. A direct 
link between improving inter-functional practice and brand performance will be fostered by 
closely aligning functions (O’Cass & Ngo, 2007).  
 
Firm actions to exploit resources are not always obvious or self-evident (Barney 2001), 
suggesting that firms need to be better organized to exploit the potential of asset holdings, and 
organisation-wide activities need to be enabled (Zhou et al. 2008). Leaders and top managers 
will be concerned with defining boundaries and managing the integration process (Trim & 
Lee 2008), and the key for inter-functional practices is to increase organizational members’ 
‘satisfaction, motivation, and organizational commitment’ (Grinstein 2008, p. 119). 
 
Hypothesis 2b: Business internal inter-functional practices (BIIAP) are a dimension of 
learning type market orientation (LTMO) 
 
Competitor practices 
The original competitive orientation by Narver and Slater (1990) is at the vanguard of the MO 
construct:  ‘to achieve consistently above normal market performance…to create sustainable 
competitive advantage’ (Narver & Slater 1990, p. 21). The competitor orientation, however, 
also requires a combination of method and emergent-based actions. For instance, in a recent 
article in Harvard Business Review, Davenport (2006) illustrates how analytics’ competitors 
are leaders in their fields. Analytics’ competitors use sophisticated business processes and 
quantitative frameworks as a last remaining point of differentiation from others. Competing 
on quantitative measures requires significant investment in new technology and the 
‘accumulation of massive stores of data, and the formulation of company-wide strategies for 
managing the data’ (2006, p. 100). From an MO perspective, analytics helps firms analyse the 
prices customers might pay and how many items in a lifetime they will buy; marketing 
triggers help the seller to build strategies to encourage customers to buy more. These are, of 
course, method-based actions. Analytics is a subset of competitive intelligence (CI). 
According to Trim (2001), it concerns the ‘acquisition of knowledge using human, electronic 
and other means, and the interpretation of knowledge relating to the environment…which 
allows strategists to develop and implement policy so that the organisation maintains and/or 
gains a competitive advantage’ (2001, p. 54-5).  
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Firms require learning to gather and analyse large amounts of reliable, relevant and timely 
information about competitors and markets (Cobb, 2003) suggesting that contemporary 
competitive intelligence practices have moved on from a more generic understanding to 
include intelligence officers involved in policy formulation and risk assessment; different 
learning types will play a role in intelligence gathering and strategy development. Scenario 
planning, for instance, is now more common and enables marketers to create defensive 
strategies in times of uncertainly (Trim & Lee 2008). Consistent with competitive moves, 
senior managers also need mapping techniques that link competitive industry position to 
strategy execution.  
 
Hypothesis 2c: Competitor practices (BCAP) are a dimension of LTMO. 
 
Innovation practices 
In a study of 227 CEOs in high-tech firms, Mavondo et al. (2005) found that MO is a stronger 
predictor of three types of innovation (process, product, and administrative) than learning 
orientation per se. Innovation concerns gathering and generating new information in the 
development of competitive responses and in new products and services (Hurley & Hult 
1998; Hult et al. 2004), and a positive relationship has been found between innovative ability 
and superior performance (O’Cass & Ngo 2007). However, innovation also concerns 
exploration activities and synthetic learning since actions need to be emergent and intuitive, 
combining knowledge in new and novel ways so that new patterns can be revealed (Murray & 
Blackman 2006; Narver et al. 2004).  Wang and Ahmed (2004), for instance, developed an 
innovation scale including five types of innovation, namely, behavioural, product, process, 
market and strategic. Investments in technological leadership as an example of product and 
process innovation will require synthetic learning since it demonstrates a willingness to 
change, and greater organisational flexibility (Wang & Ahmed 2004) stemming from the 
emergent type learning. Innovative practices embody a market-driving approach since 
different product and service offerings meet new customer needs. Indeed, exploring for new 
opportunities (market driving behaviour) is different to exploiting from past successes 
(market-driven behaviour) (see March 1991). 
 
At the same time, not all innovations are based on emergent learning since some innovative 
action needs to be systematically developed in a structured sense resembling both 
experimental and structured elements of method-based learning. Systematic innovation 
involves a purposeful and organized search for change (Drucker 1985) since innovation may 
involve conducting experiments remedially and opportunistically as it is not always governed 
by detailed exploratory plans. Systematic innovation challenges conventional wisdom and 
exploits existing capabilities. Accordingly, a mix of both method-based and emergent actions 
can be found within an innovative MO since some actions exploit existing knowledge and are 
more structured responses to markets; while other actions explore new knowledge and are 
more synthetic and interactive market responses.  
 
Hypothesis 2d: Innovation practices (BIAP) are a dimension of LTMO. 
 
In relation to hypothesis two, the basic premise of the arguments presented is that different 
learning types (method-based or emergent) will operate within each of the four MO practices 
(customer, inter-functional, competitor and innovation). Each MO practice is a dimension of 
LTMO. The paper has also discussed the influence of learning orientation on LTMO (H1).  
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Next, the influence of LTMO on new product success and brand performance (H3, H4 and 
H5) will be addressed in developing the conceptual model.  
 
Linking LTMO to new product success and brand performance 
Market orientation is an important predictor of performance (Modi & Mishra 2010). The link 
between MO and organisational performance, such as return on assets in market segments 
(Narver & Slater 1990) and market share (Ambler & Putoni 2003; Taghian 2010), is well 
established. Generally, studies have found empirical connections between MO and 
organisational performance (Jaworski & Kohli 1993; Baker & Sinkula 1999a), market share 
and financial performance (Taghian 2010), between MO and competitive intensity and firm 
size (Kirca et al. 2005) and the moderating role of organisational lifecycles on performance 
has also been discussed (Engelen et al. 2010). Other scholars have found empirically-valid 
links between brand performance and innovation (O’Cass & Ngo 2007; Grinstein 2008) 
reflecting market driving behaviour. According to many scholars, it is the learning that forms 
the basis of market driving behaviours that will reshape market structures leading to more 
value for the customer and improved business performance (Jaworski et al. 2000; 
Engelen et al. 2010).  
 
Innovation tends to have a significant impact on market value and profitability because it 
makes brands radically stronger (Blundell et al. 1999). In a cross-sectional industry study of 
180 organisations, O’Cass and Ngo found that ‘market orientation and innovative culture 
enable organisations to achieve higher brand performance…[and]…that market orientation is 
a response partially derived from the organisation’s innovative culture’ (2007, p. 881). This 
finding is consistent with that of many studies which found an association between 
organisational culture and organisational performance (Deshpandé et al. 1993; Leisen et al. 
2002). Similarly, Engelen et al. (2010) examined the lifecycle of firms suggesting that smaller 
organisations, or organisations at the beginning of the lifecycle, tend to have a more direct 
relationship between market orientation and (brand) performance; while larger organisations 
at a more mature stage of their lifecycle have to implement and formalise such a culture to 
remain innovative and proactive. Positive relationships between brand loyalty, market share 
and brand performance (BP) have been found to be useful measures in empirical studies 
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2001; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Given the complexity of evaluating 
brand success, a combination of these studies is a more reliable measure of brand 
performance.  
 
The link between LTMO and new product success (NPS) represents a reflection of an 
organisation’s ability to adapt to changing conditions and opportunities in the environment. 
However, such adaptability can be facilitated by learning orientation. Baker and Sinkula 
(1999b), for example, argue that firms without either a strong market orientation or a strong 
learning orientation will find it difficult to introduce successful new products. Therefore, 
given that ‘innovation practices’ here are included in rethinking MO it is possible to theorize 
that market orientation will have a significant positive influence on both new product success 
and brand performance. 
  
Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between LTMO and new product success 
(NPS) 
Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between NPS and brand performance (BP) 
Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between LTMO and brand performance (BP) 
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The proposed conceptual model distinguishes learning orientation (LO) from learning types’ 
market orientation (LTMO) as discussed earlier. The four dimensions of LTMO are customer, 
inter-functional, competitor and innovation practices. The model illustrates that LTMO will 
influence new product success and brand performance (Figure 1). 
 
METHOD 
Design of the measures 
There are four key constructs in the conceptual framework: (1) learning orientation (LO), (2) 
learning type market orientation (LTMO), (3) new product success (NPS) and (4) brand 
performance (BP).  The design of the measures for learning orientation (LO) utilised the 
well-established 18 item Baker and Sinkula (1999) scale using a seven point semantic 
differential scale with bipolar labels ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’.  
 
LTMO was conceived as a multidimensional scale with four MO practice components (H2) 
comprising customer (H2a), inter-functional (H2b), competitor (H2c) and innovation (H2d) 
hypotheses. The LTMO scale was different to previous MO scales, however, because of the 
incorporation of innovation (H2d) and learning types. That is, the MO scales now include 
both method-based and emergent-based variables across the four MO actions (Tables II to 
IV).  
 
In a comprehensive review of the literature, 69 items were initially identified. To refine the 
LTMO scale items, a face validity test of five senior marketing academics was conducted to 
assess the validity of each item based on rating each item on a 7-point Likert scale as follows:  
7= the variable is highly consistent with market orientation and learning, to 1= the variable is 
not consistent with market orientation and learning. Only items that scored over 85% were 
retained in the initial validity test. 
 
The new product success (NPS) scale utilised the well-established six item Baker and Sinkula 
(1999b) NPS scale using a seven point semantic differential scale with bipolar labels that 
compares brand innovation performance against competitors where 1= Lowest/Worst and 
7=Highest/Best. 
 
The brand performance measures were developed using the definition proposed by O'Cass 
and Ngo (2007) which refers to the relative measurement of a brand’s success in the 
marketplace compared to its competitors, including sales growth (O'Cass & Ngo 2007), 
profitability and market share (Keller & Lehmann 2003) and new product success (Baker & 
Sinkula 1999b). Sales share of new products (i.e. products introduced within the last 5 years) 
was also used as an item, including customer satisfaction, customer retention and product 
quality. The items were then included on a seven-point Likert scale comparing brand 
performance against competitors where 1= Lowest and 7=Highest.  
 
Data collection 
To collect the data, a self-completed, web based survey was developed and implemented. The 
sample frame was drawn from Pure-Profile which is a large well-established Australian 
commercially available consumer panel with over 300,000 members. Pure-Profile identified 
2200 members in the marketing management category. Following the suggestions of Phillips 
(1981), the selection of respondents was guided by three criteria: (1) the informants’ 
knowledge of the research subject (2) the respondents’ willingness to complete the survey and 
their ability to adapt and respond to market changes, and 3) the capacity to implement a 
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significant market project; these approaches had been previously used in empirical tests of 
market orientation (e.g. Jaworski & Kohli 1993; Noble et al. 2002). A total of 202 valid 
responses were received for the survey, representing a net response rate of 10%—an 
acceptable response compared to other studies (Schillewaert et al. 1998).  
 
RESULTS 
The surveys were received from a cross section of industries including manufacturing, 
services and retail. The retail and wholesale sector accounted for 17 percent, followed by 
finance and insurance (8 percent), health care and social assistance (8 percent), manufacturing 
(7 percent), information technology (7 percent), education services (6 percent), professional, 
scientific, and technical services (5 percent), construction (5 percent), arts, entertainment, and 
recreation (5 percent) and accommodation and food services (5 percent) and other services 27 
percent. The majority of respondents were from smaller organisations with less than 50 
employees. In relation to small firm size, the researchers deliberately included a wide cross 
section of firms. Based on the number of employees, 25 percent of organisations had less than 
5 employees, 25 percent between 5-12 employees, 25 percent between 13-50 employees and 
the remaining 25 percent greater than 50 to a maximum of 6000 employees. With respect to 
experience in the organisation, the median years of respondent employment was 5 years. The 
data were initially inspected using measures of central tendency and dispersion and presented 
in Tables I-V.  
 
Assessing the LTMO measures  
As LTMO was a new scale, the variables needed to be assessed separately. Factor analysis 
was conducted on 69 variables using SPSS 17.0 maximum likelihood analysis with an oblique 
rotation. The results of the factor analysis produced four prominent factors: customer 
practices (BAC), internal inter-functional practices (BIIAP), competitor practices (BCAP) and 
innovation practices (BIAP) explaining 56 per cent of the variance. The researchers refined 
the items, retaining those that achieved a factor loading of 0.4 or more; removing 33 items 
with a factor loading of 0.3 or less. Of the LTMO variables, 36 were retained, including 14 
items for customer practices (BAC), nine items for inter-functional practices (BIIAP), four 
items for competitor practices (BCAP) and nine items for innovation practices (BIAP). These 
measures are illustrated in Tables II to IV. 
 
PLS 
For data analysis, PLS modelling software package XLSTATpro (Addinsoft, 2008) was used 
because of PLS’ robustness and ability to deal with complex latent variable relationships 
(Engelen et al. 2010). The PLS software can also be used for structural equation modelling 
(SEM) that generalises and combines features from principal component analysis and multiple 
regression. These analytical tools are useful in predicting a set of dependent variables from a 
large set of independent variables (Abdi 2003). Further, PLS places minimal demands on 
measurement scales and sample size. PLS can be used for theory confirmation; it is also used 
to determine whether specific variables are related (Engelen et al. 2010).  Indicators with 
weaker relationships to related indicators and the latent construct are assigned lower 
weightings (Chin 1998a). A PLS model is formally specified by two sets of linear relations: 
1) a measurement or an outer model, which assesses whether the measures are actually 
measuring the construct proposed, and 2) an inner structural model, which assesses the 
relationships between the latent and manifest variables. 
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Assessing the measurement model  
 
To assess convergent validity, the average variance explained (AVE) should be 0.5 or greater 
(Fornell & Larcker 1981) and the Cronbach alpha for each construct should be 0.7 or greater. 
Chin and Newsted (1999) suggest that the standardized factor loadings should be greater than 
0.7, however, a loading of 0.5 or 0.6 may still be acceptable in exploratory research (Chin 
1998a).  The learning orientation construct (LO) produced a single factor explaining 52 
percent of the variance and a Cronbach alpha of 0.92 (see Table I). All 36 LTMO items had 
satisfactory factor loadings ranging between 0.63 to 0.89 and an overall LTMO Cronbach 
alpha reliability of 0.85 (see Table II-IV). The four underlying MO practice dimensions of 
LTMO were: customer - BAC (AVE=0.52; Cronbach alpha=0.93); inter-functional -BIIAP 
AVE=0.68; Cronbach alpha=0.94); competitor -BCAP (AVE=0.69; Cronbach alpha=0.88); 
and innovation -BIAP (AVE=0.63; Cronbach alpha=0.93). New product success (NPS) had 
one factor explaining 69 per cent of the variance with loadings ranging between 0.79 to 0.89 
and Cronbach alpha reliability of 0.91 (see Table V). Brand performance (BP) produced a 
single factor explaining 51 per cent of the variance and Cronbach alpha reliability of 0.84 (see 
Table V).  
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Table I: Analysis of variables - learning orientation (LO) 
 
Variable  
Code 
Variables 
 
Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std 
Loading 
LO Learning Orientation  
(AVE=0.52, Cronbach alpha=0.92) 
 
5.48 0.88  
 Commitment to Learning    
LO-C2 The basic values of this business unit include 
learning as key to improvement 
5.71 1.15 0.65 
LO-C3 The sense around here is that employee learning 
is an investment, not an expense 
5.63 1.28 0.80 
LO-C4 Learning in my organization is seen as a key 
commodity necessary to guarantee 
organizational survival 
5.57 1.25 0.74 
LO-C6 The collective wisdom in this enterprise is that 
once we quit learning, we endanger our future 
 
5.31 1.37 0.70 
 Shared vision    
LO-SV1 There is a well-expressed concept of who we are 
and where we are going as a business unit 
5.48 1.15 0.73 
LO-SV2 There is a total agreement on our business unit 
vision across all levels, functions, and divisions 
5.10 1.27 0.68 
LO-SV3 All employees are committed to the goals of this 
business unit 
5.32 1.28 0.66 
LO-SV4 Employees view themselves as partners in 
charting the direction of the business unit 
4.95 1.39 0.70 
LO-SV5 Top leadership believes in sharing its vision for 
the business unit with the lower levels 
 
5.57 1.35 0.70 
 Open-mindedness    
LO-OM1 We are not afraid to reflect critically on the 
shared assumptions we have about the way we 
do business 
5.50 1.17 0.72 
LO-OM3 Our business unit places a high value on open-
mindedness 
5.55 1.09 0.74 
LO-OM4 Managers encourage employees to "think outside 
of the box" 
5.78 1.14 0.71 
LO-OM6 Original ideas are highly valued in this 
organization. 
5.78 1.12 0.75 
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Table II: Analysis of Variables LTMO - customer practices (BAC) 
 
Variable  
Code 
Variables 
 
Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std 
Loading 
LTMO Learning Types Market Orientation 
(AVE=0.69, Cronbach alpha=.85) 
 
4.77 1.04  
BAC Customer Actions  
(AVE=0.52, Cronbach alpha=0.93) 
   
BAC-MA1 *Our business objectives are driven primarily by 
customer satisfaction                 
5.60 1.28 0.71 
BAC-MA2 *Our strategy for competitive advantage is based 
on our understanding of customers’ needs 
5.80 1.08 0.74 
BAC-MA3 *We constantly monitor our level of 
commitment and orientation to serving 
customer's needs 
5.59 1.26 0.75 
BAC-ME1 After sales service is regularly improved 5.11 1.44 0.77 
BAC-ME2 *We measure customer satisfaction 
systematically and frequently 
5.14 1.54 0.66 
BAC-ME3 We trial new customer programs  4.77 1.63 0.63 
BAC-MS1 We place strong emphasis on building our 
customer retention systems 
5.53 1.40 0.74 
BAC-MS2 *We give close attention to after-sales-service 5.19 1.56 0.75 
BAC-MS3 Policies are in place to guide customer service 
programs  
5.06 1.40 0.61 
BAC-ES1 We can change our assumptions related to 
customer programs fairly quickly 
5.10 1.27 0.70 
BAC-ES2 *Our business strategies are driven by our beliefs 
about how we can create greater value for 
customers 
5.41 1.41 0.76 
BAC-ES3 Customer problems can be identified and solved 
quickly 
5.50 1.22 0.69 
BAC-EI1 Customer relationships are forged to better 
refine, meet, support customers' needs 
5.58 1.22 0.80 
BAC-EI2 Our focus is on providing solutions based on the 
customers view  
5.46 1.19 0.71 
 
Note: * Represents items included in the Narver and Slater (1990) Market orientation scale 
MA=methodical analytical ME=methodical experimental MS=methodical structural ES=emergent synthetic EI= emergent interactive
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Table III: Analysis of variables LTMO - internal inter-functional practices (BIIAP) 
 
Variable  
Code 
Variables 
 
Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std 
Loading 
     
BIIAP Inter-functional practices 
 (AVE=0.68, Cronbach alpha=0.94) 
   
BIIAP-
MA1 
Programs are in place to closely analyse 
employee needs 
4.58 1.54 0.82 
BIIAP-
MA2 
We place strong emphasis on our strategic 
human resource practices across departments 
4.62 1.58 0.84 
BIIAP-
MA3 
We consistently review how internal functions 
are coordinated to enhance customer value 
4.86 1.48 0.86 
BIIAP-
ME1 
Programs are geared towards introducing 
incremental improvements to all HR policies 
4.52 1.64 0.89 
BIIAP-
ME2 
We experiment with different ways to improve 
communication  
4.88 1.55 0.77 
BIIAP-
ME3 
If employee commitment programs are not 
working, we change  them 
4.79 1.54 0.83 
BIIAP-
MS1 
*All of our business functions (e.g. 
marketing/sales, manufacturing, R and D 
finance/accounting) are integrated in serving 
needs of target markets 
5.06 1.50 0.77 
BIIAP-
MS2 
We invest in employee development systems 
across the firm 
4.77 1.62 0.82 
BIIAP-
MS3 
Developing effective reward systems are 
important to us  
4.76 1.67 0.79 
 
Note: * Represents items included in the Narver and Slater (1990) Market orientation scale 
MA=methodical analytical ME=methodical experimental MS=methodical structural ES=emergent synthetic EI= emergent interactive 
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Table IV: Analysis of LTMO dimensions - competitor (BCAP) and innovation (BIAP) 
 
Variable  
Code 
Variables 
 
Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std 
Loading 
     
BCAP Competitor practices   
(AVE=0.69, Cronbach alpha=0.88) 
   
BCAP-MS1 We maintain effective processes for 
disseminating competitor intelligence 
4.38 1.69 0.87 
BCAP-MS2 Competitive intelligence systems are used to 
guide market  decisions 
4.34 1.73 0.88 
BCAP-MS3 Our marketing strategies are based on competitor 
mapping 
3.99 1.73 0.84 
BCAP-ES2 We regularly use scenario planning to challenge 
our competitive strategy 
 
4.19 1.75 0.82 
BIAP Innovation practices   
(AVE=0.63, Cronbach alpha=0.93) 
   
BIAP-MS1 Our R and D innovation programs are formally 
structured  
4.08 1.86 0.69 
BIAP-MS2 Programs determine the development of new 
processes/product inventions 
4.29 1.72 0.78 
BIAP-MS3 Programs are in place to facilitate innovation 4.43 1.80 0.83 
BIAP-ES1 Our innovative processes are continually 
reviewed and evolved 
4.53 1.66 0.85 
BIAP-ES2 New ideas are continually fostered in our culture 
to promote innovation 
5.15 1.43 0.82 
BIAP-ES3 Our innovations involve continuous reflection on 
innovation itself 
4.51 1.69 0.83 
BIAP-EI1 Innovative solutions are based on 
customer/consumer needs that are regularly 
reassessed 
5.21 1.35 0.76 
BIAP-EI2 We freely interact with others in fostering new 
ideas and voicing  opinions 
4.98 1.56 0.69 
BIAP-EI3 We effectively respond to external markets with 
innovative solutions 
4.83 1.47 0.82 
MA=methodical analytical ME=methodical experimental MS=methodical structural ES=emergent synthetic EI= emergent interactive 
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Table V: Analysis of variables - new product success (NPS) and brand performance 
(BP) 
 
Variable  
Code 
Variables 
 
Mean Std. 
Dev 
Std 
Loading 
NPS New Product Success  
(AVE=0.69, Cronbach alpha=0.91) 
5.13 1.30  
NPS1 New product introduction rate relative to largest 
competitor. 
4.95 1.60 0.84 
NPS2 New product success rate relative to largest 
competitor. 
5.19 1.53 0.89 
NPS3 Degree of product differentiation. 5.15 1.48 0.82 
NPS4 First to market with new applications. 4.93 1.73 0.82 
NPS5 New product cycle time (i.e., inception to 
rollout) relative to competition. 
5.03 1.66 0.79 
NPS6 Product quality relative to the largest competitor 5.53 1.40 0.80 
     
BP Brand  Performance 
(AVE=0.52, Cronbach alpha=.84) 
5.38 0.98  
OBP1 Sales growth 5.14 1.34 0.76 
OBP2 Profitability 5.08 1.49 0.69 
OBP4 Sales share of new products 5.15 1.53 0.72 
OBP5 Market share 4.90 1.59 0.66 
OBP7 Customer satisfaction 5.77 1.18 0.74 
OBP8 Customer retention 5.66 1.28 0.70 
OBP10 Product quality 5.97 1.17 0.71 
 
 
Discriminant validity related to LO, LTMO, NPS and BP and was assessed according to 
Fornell and Larcker (1981) by ensuring that the squared correlation between each variable 
was less than their respective AVEs; to ensure the variables were substantially different from 
one another and do not overlap. The strongest squared correlation was between NPS and BP 
(r
2
=.48) which was lower than their respective AVEs (NPS=.69; BP=.52).  
 
Common method variance can be an issue in cross-sectional surveys of this nature. To address 
the possibility of common method bias a range of methods were used. First, the survey format 
was varied between scales (Rindfleisch et al. 2008, p.263) with some semantic differential 
scales and Likert scales based on ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘strongly agree’ and ‘does not 
practice’ to ‘strongly practice’ respectively. A Harmon's one factor test (Podsakoff et al. 
2003) was conducted which involved a single factor analysis across all of the measures to 
ensure that at least eight constructs could be uncovered as previously explained with 
eigenvalues greater than 1 with a variance of 62%. The first factor accounted for 33% of the 
variance, the second factor accounting 9%, the third factor 7% and the remaining 5 factors 
sharing 23% of the variance. Given that the majority of the variance was accounted for by 
multiple factors, not one general factor common method variance can be discounted. Based on 
the results of convergent validity, discriminant validity and common method variance, the 
measures were found to be sound and the hypotheses were then analysed.   
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Assessing the hypotheses  
The results for the hypotheses are shown in Table V1 and Figure 1 illustrating support for all 
five hypotheses.  
 
The results in Table VI indicate that customer practices (H2a: r=.36; t=15.20), followed by 
inter-functional practices (H2b: r=.34; t=19.74), innovation practices (H2c: r=.31; t=19.86) 
and then competitor practices (H2d: r=.18; t=7.15) make the greatest significant contribution 
to the LTMO construct. The weight allows us to determine the extent to which the indicator 
contributed to the development of the construct (Sambamurthy & Chin 1994) and the critical 
ratios (t-values) determine their significance, which is above 1.96 (Chin 1998a). The results 
indicate there is sufficient support for H2 that LTMO is a four dimensional construct. These 
results update current thinking as they demonstrate that innovation is an important dimension 
of LTMO. Interestingly, innovation is more important than competitor practices; all four 
dimensions are important components of LTMO. Generally, the results indicate strong 
support for the LTMO construct. This new construct extends the work of Narver and Slater 
(1990) by taking into account method-based and emergent learning types within the four 
underlying MO practices (1) customer (2) inter-functional (3) competitor and (4) innovation. 
 
Table VI: The results of the LTMO model  
 
Exogenous  
 
Endogenous Hyp 
Beta 
value 
Variance due 
to path 
R
2
 
Critical 
ratio 
Learning 
orientation 
Learning type 
market 
orientation  
H1 .60 .36 .36 7.91 
Learning type 
market 
orientation  
New product 
success  
H3 .44 .19 
.19 
7.20 
Brand 
performance  
H5 .45 .10 3.48 
NPS H4 .69 .41 .51 12.92 
AVA : average variance accounted for by the model .35  
 
 
Exogenous  
 
Endogenous Hyp 
Factor 
loading 
Beta value  
Critical 
ratio 
Customer  
Learning type 
market 
orientation  
H2a .83 .36  15.20 
Inter-functional H2b .89 .34  19.74 
Competitor  H2c .71 .18  7.15 
Innovation  H2d .89 .31  19.86 
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Figure 1: The results of the integrative framework of learning and market orientation 
  
 
 
 
The results for the full theoretical model (Figure 1) shown in Table VI, exceed established 
benchmarks; the R
2
 were equal to or greater than the recommended 0.10 (Falk and Miller, 
1992) and the critical ratios (t-values) were all above 1.96 indicating that each of the 
structural paths (hypotheses) were significant. The results indicate that learning orientation 
positively influences LTMO (H1: r=.60; t= 7.91) accounting for 36% of the variance in 
LTMO indicating that if an organisation is committed to learning, has a shared vision and is 
open minded they are more likely to gain advantages from MO practices in a market oriented 
environment. Similarly, positive results were found for the impact of LTMO on new product 
success (H3: r= .44; t=7.20) and brand performance (H5: r=.45; t= 3.48) with LTMO 
accounting for 19% of the variance on new product success and 10% of the variance on brand 
performance. A strong positive relationship was also found between new product success and 
brand performance, indicating the more successful the product is the more likely the brand 
will perform (H4: r=.69; t=12.92) as new product success accounted for 41% of the variance 
in brand performance. 
 
Table VI shows that the average variance accounted (AVA) for by the model is .35, well 
above the minimum requirement of .10; in fact, Falk and Miller (1992) suggest that anything 
above .30 is excellent. These results indicate the soundness of the model. The GOF indices 
also support this notion. The goodness of fit (GOF) index for the inner structural model 
exhibits a healthy 0.93 (t=39.97) and the GOF for the outer measurement model was 0.99 
(t=408.94) based on the communalities; these results for both the inner and outer models 
exhibit a reasonable GOF with acceptable critical ratios above 1.96. To further test the rigor 
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and practical application of the LTMO model, the researchers conducted a multi-group 
analysis in PLS and found no significant variance between any of the variables and firm size. 
This would indicate the model should be appropriate to use regardless of the industry or the 
size of the firm. 
 
Managerial Implications  
Given the importance of learning which Taghain (2010) argues is the key to MO, the 
researchers developed a matrix to best illustrate LTMO and its four MO practices (Table VII). 
The importance of Table VII is that it shows that various kinds of MO practices require 
different learning type actions.  For instance, market driven strategies within the MO domain 
would focus on method-based learning (i.e. analytical, experimental or structural) in building 
customer and inter-functional practices while some structural method-based learning will be 
required for competitor and innovation practices. Conversely, market driving strategies within 
the MO domain would focus on synthetic and interactive emergent learning in building 
customer and innovation practices and limited synthetic learning in building competitor 
strategic practices. Based on the research, it should also be noted that emergent learning is not 
required within inter-functional MO practices. 
 
Table VII: LTMO practices and method-based and emergent learning types* 
 
Market 
Orientation  Method-Based Learning Types 
Emergent Learning 
Types  
 
Practices 
 
Analytical 
(MA) 
 
Experimental 
(ME) 
 
Structural 
(MS) 
 
Synthetic 
(ES) 
 
Interactive 
(EI) 
Customer 
practices (BAC) 
 
BAC-MA1 
BAC-MA2 
BAC-MA3 
BAC-ME1 
BAC-ME2 
BAC-ME3 
 
BAC-MS1 
BAC-MS2 
BAC-MS3 
BAC-ES1 
BAC-ES2 
BAC-ES3 
BAC-EI1 
BAC-EI2 
Inter-functional 
practices (BIIAP) 
BIIAP-MA1 
BIIAP-MA2 
BIIAP-MA3 
BIIAP-MS1 
BIIAP-ME1 
BIIAP-ME2 
BIIAP-ME3 
 
BIIAP-
MS2 
BIIAP-
MS3 
 
  
Competitor 
practices (BCAP) 
  BCAP-
MS1 
BCAP-
MS2 
BCAP-
MS3 
BCAP-
ES2 
 
Innovation 
practices (BIAP) 
  BIAP-MS1 
BIAP-MS2 
BIAP-MS3 
BIAP-
ES1 
BIAP-
ES2 
BIAP-
ES3 
BIAP-EI1 
BIAP-EI2 
BIAP-EI3 
*Refer to Tables II to V for an explanation of the variables codes entered in the above matrix. The purpose of the matrix is to illustrate, 
which learning types (method-based or emergent) are best used with MO practices 
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The model demonstrates that all five learning types (i.e. analytical, experimental, structural, 
synthetic and interactive) are required across customer action programs. On the other hand, 
the building of inter-functional action programs requires a process focus on method-based 
learning where analytical, experimental and structural methods are critical. Such learning 
processes ensure consistency of action with respect to customer service and retention 
programs. The underlying theme for competitor action programs is one of structured action. 
That is, competitor action programs require focus on the development of systems, procedures 
and programs that guide competitive decision-making. Finally, building market oriented 
business practices that encourage innovation require mainly synthetic and interactive learning 
methods. Structural learning approaches, however, appear to be important to set and maintain 
the process foundations for innovation. Synthetic learning processes encourage the 
uncovering of new ideas and patterns of behaviour and reflection as to the direction of 
innovation practices, while interactive learning processes focus on close personal interaction 
with customers and others to uncover and respond to customer needs. Variables related to 
institutional learning were not included in empirical tests as they are not part of traditional 
MO research.  
 
While the role of learning has been unclear in the existing literature, this paper has discussed a 
way to navigate between the current tensions of market-driven and market-driving behaviour. 
Overall, learning orientation drives the MO construct for both market-driven and market-
driving behaviour as an overarching theme. However, LTMO is strongly correlated to 
different MO practices highlighted in Table VII. The results suggest that method-based 
learning practices are more likely for action programs related to customer relationships and 
inter-functional cooperation. Conversely, emergent learning practices are more likely for 
innovation and customer relationships. Moreover, there is no significant direct relationship 
between learning orientation (LO) and brand performance or new product success. Every firm 
will need to create the learning variables of LTMO however depending on their marketing 
predisposition of maintaining the status quo or building for the future. One set of marketing 
actions broadly labelled as ‘market orientation’ is mostly confusing for practitioners. As 
indicated, some actions (or learning behaviour) will rely on method-based learning and some 
on emergent learning across one or more of the four MO constructs (see Table VII).  
 
CONCLUSION  
The dual construct of MO in this paper has been expanded in four ways. First, learning 
orientation was defined within the context of market driven and market driving behaviour and 
different learning types of behaviour were outlined. Second, the discussion explored how 
customer, competitor, and inter-functional coordination variables could be expanded through 
more recent scholarly contributions to MO.  Third, innovation was outlined as an additional 
MO orientation and linked to different learning type actions. Fourth, the discussion explored 
how new product success and brand performance is perhaps a more reliable measure of MO.  
 
The purpose of this paper was to rethink the Narver and Slater (1990) and Jaworski and Kohli 
(1993) culture and behaviour frameworks respectively in terms of learning type behaviour. In 
examining the causal relationships discussed earlier, there is some confusion in the existing 
literature related to the dual construct. What both constructs’ support to date is the idea that a 
better orientation, either through cultural or intelligent-based behaviours leads to better or 
more market orientation. The logic of the relationship indicates that MO leads to even better 
market orientation which could be argued to represent a tautological relationship. It was also 
unclear which behaviours formed a coherent learning framework. Similarly, it is difficult to 
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understand what comes first within the existing frameworks, the chicken or the egg; better 
behaviours lead to MO or MO leads to better behaviours.  
 
What the results show in response to the previous proposition is that learning orientation is 
mediated by market orientation? In Figure 1, LTMO mediates the relationship between 
learning orientation and brand performance. Interestingly, the role of new product success in 
determining brand performance is significant. Whilst LTMO contributes to new product 
success, the results identify the contribution of new product success to brand performance at 
four times that of LTMO (i.e. see the path variance in Table VI). Thus, successful new 
products breed successful brands.  
 
RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS 
There are a number of limitations to this research. First, the relationship between LTMO and 
firm performance may not be easily generalised to other contexts and other managerial 
implications exist in relation to practice. Apart from acknowledging LTMO relationships, 
managers will need to consider folding learning behaviours into a marketed oriented culture. 
Significantly, these learning behaviours need to be practised and in some cases acquired 
through better training and or resource equipping, which has implications for HR strategies 
that assist marketers in implementing MO practices. For instance, future research might 
examine the relationship between performance parameters and MO by focusing on skill 
equipping to build or create learning behaviours. This refers to the fact that knowledge (of 
customers) must have some mechanism (training and methods) to be put into action that can 
be learned. Classifying marketing behaviour as LTMO enables this process. Because learning 
is the basis of different practices, it is not technically correct to say a firm will be either 
market-driven or market-driving. Rather, a mix of method-based and emergent actions will be 
called on from time-to-time which future research might explore. It would be also useful to 
determine how market orientation responds to LTMO over time with a longitudinal study 
within the same industry or across industries. What role does context play given the 
phenomena of MO learning? 
 
Similar to the resource-based view of strategy, firms that understand how to turn assets into 
capabilities are at an advantage (Barney, 2001). Yet, as Barney suggests, this does not mean 
that they know how to convert capabilities into practices or to create and organise necessary 
functions. In future studies, scholars might then explore the link then between MO and 
learning practices in more detail. What is missing in the MO literature is how firms turn MO 
capabilities and behaviours into practice from a learning perspective. The new model 
illustrated in Figure 1 and empirical validation of LTMO illustrates the dynamic relationships 
in the model and provides a basis for going forward.  
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